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REMARKS 

Claims 1, 3-6, and 8-19 have been amended. Claim 2 has been cancelled JGrom tbe 
application without prejudice. No new matter has been introduced with these corrections or 
amendments, all of which aie supported in the specification as originally filed. Claims 1 and :^ - 
19 remain in the application. 

I. Rejection Under 35 U-S.C. SIQ2fb) 

Paragraph 3 of the Ofifice Action dated January 6, 2005 (hereinafter, "the Office Actioii") 
states that Claims 1 - 2, 4 - 6, and 10 - 17 ate rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 02(b) as being 
anticipated by U. S. Patent 6,05 1 ,032 to Harrison et al. Claim 2 has been cancelled from the 
application without prejudice. This rejection is respectfully traversed with reference to CJaimsj 1 , 
4-6,atidl0"17. 

Applicants have amended their independent Claims 1 , 10, and 1 5 herein to more clcarlj^ 
specify limitations of their invention. Applicants find no teachings in Hatiison of a software 
installation model that ggestgribcs software installation interface requirements (Claim 1 , line 5). 
nor of obtaining object■<^riented objects that fidfill these softwar e installation interface 
requirements (Claim 1, lines 3 - 5), nor of a software installation mode) used as a framewoy^ f<j^r 
creating software installation packages (Claim 1, lines 5-6), In addition. Applicants find no 
teaching in Harrison of a suite level that "serves as a container for topology objects and 
component objects „. wherein each topology object identifies one or more selected ones of the 
software components to be installable" (Claim 1, lines 13-14, emphasis added). 
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Harrison teaches that a bvindle of install obiects comprises **iiecessary objects, attributes 
and inter-object relationships*" (coL 2, lines 34 - 36), and that a bundle of mode) objects is a 
$ubset of these install objects (col. 2, lines 39 - 41). Once the model objects have been modijfi ed, 
or a systems administrator has selected not to modify them, they are merged back with the install 
objects, thus providing a bundle of image objects (col. 2, lines 45 - 50), In the OjEfice Action, 
Harrison's "bundle of install objects" has beerti equated to Applicants' suite level (paragraph 3 
lines 10 - 1 1); his ^'necessary objects" have been equated to Applicants' component level 
(paragraph 3, lines 11-12); and his "model objects" have been equated to Applicants' topology 
objects (paragraph 3, line 1 3). However^ using this analysis^ it virould be necessary for Harrison 
to teach that each of his "model objects" " identifies one or more selected ones of the [necessary 
components] to be installable", as per AppUcants' Claim 1, lines 13-14, emphasis added. 
Harrison has no teaching of this limitation. Instead, what is cited in the Office Action is 
"configuration details thereof (paragraph 3, line 17), refetenfcing col. 3, lines 52 - 54. This cited 
text is discussing Harrison's moiiel objects, not his necessary objects. Using the Office Action 
analysis, where model objects are equated to topology objects, the cited text from Harrison cati 
only be analyzed as "configuration details of topology objects". The cited text therefore fails t3 
teach that topology objects identify one or more software components to be installable. 

The Office Action therefore fails to provide references that teach the first limitation of 
Applicants' independent Claims 1,10, and 15, Accordingly, these independent claims are 
deemed patentable as cuncntly presented. Dependent ClaitDS 2, 4 - 6, 1 1 - 14, and 1 6 - 17 are 
therefore deemed patentable over the reference as welU and the Examiner is respectfully 
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requested to withdraw the § 1 02(b) inejectioiL 

n. RcicctioDS Under 35 U.S.C.^ 103(a) 

Paragraph 3 of the OjQBce Action states that Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) 
a$ being unpatentable over Harrison in view of "JavaBeans vLOl" by Sun Microsystems (1 997)- 
Paragraph 5 of the OfHce Action states that Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Harrison in view of U, S. Patent 6^33^65 to Lewi s et a]. Paragraph 5 of the 
Office Action further states (on Page 6) that Claims 8 - 9, 1 3 - 14^ and 1 8 - 19 are rejected undsr 
35 U.S.C* § 103(a) as being unpatentable over U. S. Patent 6,051 ,032 to Harrison et al. These 
rejections are respectfully traversed 

As noted above. Applicants respectfully submit that their independent claims are 
patentable over Harrison. Thus, Harrison cannot be combined with the JavaBeans reference 
and/or Lewis to render the dependent claims unpatentable. Clauns 3, 7 - 9, 1 3 - 14, and 18-19 
are therefore deemed patentable as currently presented, and the Examiner is respectfiilly 
requested to withdraw the §103(a) rqections, 

in. Conclusion 

Applicants respectfully request reconsideration of the pending rejected claims^ 
withdrawal of all presently outstanding rejections, and allowance of all remaining claims at an 
early date. 
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Marcia L. Doubet 
Attorney for Applicants 
Reg. No. 40.999 



Customer Number for Concspondence: 43168 
Phone: 407-343-7586 
Fax: 407-343-7587 



Serial No. 09/930359 



-13- 



RSW920010067US1 



PA6E15l15*RCVDAT2/25l20054:34:08PMIEastem Standard Time]*SVR:USPT0™F-1irDNra^ 



This Page is Inserted by IFW Indexing and Scanning 
Operations and is not part of the Official Record 



Defective images within this document are accurate representations of the original 
documents submitted by the appHcant. 

Defects in the images include but are not limited to the items checked: 

□ BLACK BORDERS 

□ IMAGE CUT OFF AT TOP, BOTTOM OR SIDES 

□ FADED TEXT OR DRAWING 

□ BLURRED OR ILLEGIBLE TEXT OR DRAWING 

□ SKEWED/SLANTED IMAGES 

□ COLOR OR BLACK AND WHITE PHOTOGRAPHS 

□ GRAY SCALE DOCUMENTS 



□ REFERENCE(S) OR EXHIBIT(S) SUBMITTED ARE POOR QUALITY 

□ OTHER: ^ 

IMAGES ARE BEST AVAILABLE COPY. 
As rescanning these documents will not correct the image 
problems checked, please do not report these problems to 
the IFW Image Problem Mailbox. 



BEST AVAILABLE IMAGES 




LINES OR MARKS ON ORIGINAL DOCUMENT 



1 



